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Russell; Prof. R. Tobias; Mr. N. Finestone. 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY MR. KAN, THAT 
THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF OCTOBER 26, 
NOVEMBER 16, AND DECEMBER 14, 1979, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Question Period 


Responding to a concern expressed over slow circulation of certain recent 
periodicals in the Library, Dr. O'Brien suggested that the specifics should 
be given to the Secretary, who could then pass the question on to the 
Library for reaction. 


It was stated that there seemed to be a committee for major bodies providing 
services to academic departments, such as the Library Committee, the 
Computer Science Committee, etc., and it was wondered whether there was 
such a committee for Audio-Visual. 


Mr. G. Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, advised that such 
a committee did not presently exist, but he was prepared to follow the matter 
up with the Director of the Audio-Visual Department, who has expressed 
interest in setting one up. 
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It was pointed out that, as a matter of record, the Computer Science 
Committee was not analogous either to the Library Committee or to the 
suggested Audio-Visual Committee. That was, the Computer Science 
Committee had nothing to do with the Computer Centre, but rather, it was 
an academic committee that served as a mini faculty council for the 
Computer Science programmes. 


Responding to a question concerning a letter of apology (page 3, paragraph 
4, Senate minutes of October 26, 1979), Mr. Adams, University Registrar, 
advised that he had instructed his staff on the matter, and while he was 
fairly certain that the letter of apology had been issued, nonetheless, he 
would check to determine whether it had officially been sent out. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that apart from the general call for reports, which he 
would make in due course, there were two specific items that would come 
up at the meeting under this agenda heading. The first was the Report from 
the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee concerning a "Guide to 
the Financing of the University" (DOC. US-7911-D8 and Corrigenda), 
which was tabled at the last meeting of Senate. He explained that the 
Committee was itself proceeding to the logical next step, of considering 
what questions or comments arise in the minds of the members of the 
Committee, from the document. Consequently, there may be some further 
report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, in due 
course. 


It was stated that Table I, page 3, of document US-79-11-D8, indicated that 
administration costs had increased at roughly twice the rate of Library 
expenditures, between 1978 and 1979, and it was wondered whether this 
trend would continue over the next few years. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that in general, the percentage increase in any of the 
budgets was effected by certain major things, such as the cost of fuel, 
which undoubtedly had a large impact on operational services. Another 
factor that had a major impact on any area or sub-area, was the percentage 
of salary costs that a particular area happened to include. That was, any unit 
in the University which has a larger portion of non-salary costs, such as the 
Library, tends to have a slower rate of increase. 


Mr. Martin explained that one component of operational services which has 
jumped by almost two million dollars, was the cost of rent for outside 
buildings. With respect to the increase in administration costs, he advised 
that there were various reasons of a minor nature for this, but he 
emphasized that fundamentally there has been very little increase in staff 
operations. He pointed out, however, that there were certain items which 
were written off, such as bad debts, which were lumped under the 
Treasurer's Office, as part of Administration. 
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Responding to a question concerning alumni donations and funds from 
private grant foundations, Dr. O'Brien advised that these would not be 
found on Table I, because such gifts were not put in the Operating Fund. 
Rather, they would be found elsewhere in the document. He pointed out 
however, that while comparable figures from one year to the next were not 
available in this document, it was hoped that a year from now, with both 
this document and the analogous document for next year available, it would 
be possible to make certain comparisons. He further advised that alumni 
gifts and gifts from other sources virtually all find their place in the 
Development Fund, Figure 12, page 15, document US-79-11-D8. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that the Steering Committee had previously 
decided to ask that reports be made on certain major matters that arise in the 
world outside the University, which have an effect on Concordia. For this 
meeting, Dr. Despland, Associate Vice-Rector, Academic Research, has 
been asked to report generally on the area of research. 


Dr. Despland reported on the status of the Government's Green Paper on 
Research and on reactions to the various responses which resulted from the 
process of consultation undertaken last fall by Dr. Laurin and his staff, 
including the response from Concordia University. 


Responding to a question concerning research in the humanities versus 
research in the natural sciences, Dr. Despland explained that the way in 
which the report was written and the way in which Dr. Laurin speaks, make 
it very clear that 1 1science" was interpreted in the French definition of the 
word, which includes both humanities and social sciences. However, he 
advised that to his knowledge, no one wrote a "memoire” that pushed a very 
strong humanities point of view. Also, in so far as the actual discussions 
were concerned, he could not think of anyone who actually contributed a 
special humanities brief. It was his opinion that this was probably more by 
way of default than anything else. 


In response to a question, Dr. Despland advised that he had not perceived 
any sign whatsoever of a policy, either implicit or explicit, which suggested 
that the Government would like to shift relative emphasis from universities 
to Government agencies. Moreover, there were certainly signs that the 
Government representatives were listening attentively when the exact 
opposite was being said. At the same time, a concerted effort was going to 
be made to develop research in industry, with particular emphasis towards 
the maturing of the francophone industrial world. 


Responding to a question concerning potential growth areas in research, Dr. 
Despland advised that one area had to do with the knowledge of the 
pluralistic basis of Quebec society, which was a social science question. 
Another would be anything connected with water resources and hydro 
electric development. 
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Appointments 


With respect to the Committee on Student Appeal, Dr. O'Brien explained 
that an appeal had been received, in accordance with the regulations on 
cheating and Senate's practice has been to set up a committee to look into 
the appeal and to report to Senate on the matter. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LAJOIE, SECONDED BY PROFESSOR 
O'CONNOR, THAT A COMMITTEE ON STUDENT APPEAL, 
COMPOSED OF MR. M. SHADOWITZ, PROFESSOR V. KIRPALANT, 
AND PROFESSOR G.D. XISTRIS, BE ESTABLISHED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Advisory Search Committee - Provost, Division IV, Faculty of Arts and 
Science 


With respect to the Advisory Search Committee for Provost, Division IV, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, Dr. O'Brien explained that there was a 
provision that among the membership there be two full-time faculty 
members from Faculties other than Arts and Science, to be appointed by 
Senate. The two nominations from the Steering Committee were contained 
in document US-80-1-D2. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROFESSOR O'CONNOR, SECONDED BY 
PROFESSOR KORNBLATT, THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE 
ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEE FOR PROVOST, DIVISION IV, 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOC-US-80-1-D2), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Ad Hoc Committee on Multiple Submission of Course Papers 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that the question of multiple submissions of 
course papers arose last year as a tangential matter at the time when Senate 
was considering the regulations on plagiarism. There was a feeling that the 
multiple submission of course papers was not plagiarism, although in some 
ways there were certain points of similarity and there was an attempt at one 
time to integrate the matter into the regulations on plagiarism. However, 
Senate decided that approach was not appropriate, and in consequence, a 
separate set of regulations was called for. When the subsequent report was 
received and discussed by Senate, certain problems were raised in the 
debate and it was decided to refer the matter back to the Committee with a 
request to reconsider the document and to submit a further report and 
recommendations. 


He advised that the Report has been submitted (DOC-US-80-1-D3), but 
unfortunately, for various reasons it had not been possible for any of the 
members of the Committee to be in attendance at this meeting and he 

suggested that rather than considering the matter today, it might be more 
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satisfactory to postpone discussion to the next Senate meeting, at which 
time it was hoped members of the Committee would be available to respond 
to any questions which might arise concerning the Report. 

It was agreed that the item be postponed to the next Senate meeting. 


Cumulative Percentage Average - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


With respect to the proposal for a Cumulative Percentage Average for the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration (DOC-US-80-1-D4), Dr. O'Brien 
advised that apart from strictly academic consideration of the matter, there 
was another dimension of the question which he felt was important and 
should be presented to Senate. This was the practical considerations that 
would be involved in implementing a cumulative percentage average, such 
as costs, effects on internal processes, etc. He advised that this was 
something which, over the past month, he had sought to have clarified from 
both the Registrar's Office and the Computer Centre, and there were some 
important considerations which Senate should be aware of before actually 
adopting the proposal. 


In presenting the proposal (DOC-US-80-D4), Professor Curnew advised 
that the recommendation had been strongly endorsed by the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration. He argued that it was detrimental to the 
reputation of the Faculty in particular and the University in general, to have 
students in Commerce programmes, which have a strong professional 
orientation, going into the market place as graduates of this Institution with 
the passing grade of 50% under the present system. Also, the Faculty did 
not really think that it was serving the interests of students to allow them to 
complete their educational programme when they had not really measured 
up to an overall average of 60% in the area of study. With respect to 
computer costs and problems in the Registrar's area, Professor Curnew 
advised that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration strongly feels that 
this was truly an academic item and would be very much opposed to it being 
constrained by monetary problems. That was, such conditions should not 
supercede a really needed academic item of this nature and the Faculty was 
urging support for the implementation of the proposal, which it feels was 
vital to the ongoing quality of the Commerce programmes. 


In response to a question, Professor Curnew advised that it was estimated 
that between eight to ten percent of the students in Commerce and 
Administration presently graduate with an overall average of less than 60%. 


Mr. Adams, the University Registrar, advised that his one major concern 
with the proposal was over its cumulative aspect, that was, averaging over 
the three or four year period, from the time of entry to the time of 
graduation. He explained that there have been cases in Engineering, which 
had a similar system, where the student's grade point average in the 
penultimate year, prior to entering the final year, was in such a condition 
that unless the student received "A" grades in all courses, the student would 
never attain the required level of achievement. It was his feeling that the 
approach should be towards a yearly study, rather than an accumulative 


study over a three year period, which would be somewhat similar to the 
present process in Engineering, whereby the student must maintain a 
standard throughout the total programme, as opposed to leaving it to the 
very end of the programme, which could result in a student being placed in 
a position where it was practically impossible to achieve, in his final year, 
the average required for graduation. 


Dean Simon stated that he did not believe that the Faculty of Commerce 
would have any difficulty whatsoever with an evaluation on a semester or 
yearly basis and in fact, the Faculty would be delighted if the Computer 
Centre could develop a mechanism for monitoring the students on that 
basis. 


In response to a question concerning the actual implementation of the 
proposal, Dean Simon advised that there were available packages for such 
systems at other universities, that could be acquired. 


Concern was voiced over the 60% average requirement, it being argued 
that, given the two Concordia grading systems, the letter grade system and 
the numerical system, there could be difficulty in converting from one 
system to the other, in order to compute the percentage average. 


With respect to the question of cost, it was argued that when an item of this 
nature was presented to Senate, it was important that it be recognized that 
Senate was not a resource allocation committee, but rather an academic 
body. That was, it was not appropriate for Senate to consider the monetary 
aspects of the proposal, but rather it was hoped that the opinions and views 
on the concept of the proposal would be restricted to academic, as opposed 
to financial, considerations. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, for the past month and a half since the proposal 
has been available in any detailed form, he has attempted to determine 
exactly what would be involved in trying to implement it, and he wished to 
present Senate with his interpretation of what he has been told with respect 
to that. 


With respect to the cost of implementation, Dr. O'Brien advised that there 
were two ways to implement the proposal. one was by doing it within the 
University, by using the available staff; the other was to go outside the 
University, either to hire the staff to implement it or to buy a-package, 
which would then have to be made compatible with our own system. A very 
rough estimate of the cost of doing it ourselves, would be around. fifteen 
thousand dollars. However, if we wanted to do it in a way that the system 
could handle the whole University, the costs would probably triple, 
basically because a system to handle the much more complex kinds of 
programmes in Arts and Science, would be a bigger undertaking. It was 
estimated that the system, with development beginning in December, 1980, 
would be completed in June, 1981, and could be applied for the following 
year. If we go outside the University, the costs for implementing it for 
Commerce and Administration would probably be doubled to thirty 
thousand dollars, and for the whole University, approximately ninety 


thousand dollars. If we did go outside the University, Dr. O'Brien 
suggested that perhaps the system could be implemented more rapidly, 
because, with more people starting sooner on it, presumably it could be 
completed by the end of 1980 and applied in the Spring of 1981. He stated 
that while the sums of money and the time commitment involved, were 
certainly significant, they were hardly large enough that one could say that it 
was absolutely impossible to do it, for financial reasons. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, apart from the question of cost, there was another 
level of consideration, with respect to implementation. This was the 
question of the overall student information system and whether, in terms of 
that system, the implementation of the proposal for a cumulative percentage 
average would be "the straw that breaks the camel's back". He explained 
that the student information system, which he noted was not working with 
entire satisfaction in many dimensions, was begun in 1972 at Sir George 
Williams. As with Just about everything that goes on computer, there were 
major troubles with the system, in the first few years of operation, which 
were beginning to get sorted out when the merger took place. The Sir 
George Williams and Loyola systems then had to be combined and put on 
the same system. Next, a series of changes were made, such as the grading 
system, which had implications for the system. He advised that we have 
never really caught up with all these changes and the original system has 
been added to, patched up, changed again, etc. with the result that we have 
at the moment, what would appear to be a somewhat extraordinary student 
information system, with over four hundred programmes in it, but which, 
according to one outside consultant, should only have forty or fifty 
programmes. That was, instead of having forty or fifty well designed 
programmes to accomplish the job, we have ten times as many 
programmes, not quite fitting together, working against each other, or not 
quite meshing, which results in a considerable number of problems. 


Dr. O'Brien further advised that it appears from the outside consultant's 
report, that the present situation did not exist because our computer wasn't 
large enough; in fact it was more than large enough to do this kind of work. 
Also, the size of staff was reasonably in proportion to what was required. 
Rather, the situation exists because we have never been able to work the 
systems out and to get the whole thing functioning well. He felt that if we 
could somehow leap from where we were today, to a re-thought, re-worked 
system, then, with the existing resources, we could make the system work 
and we could continue, year by year, to make the inevitable changes that 
keep on occurring. However, our problem was that we have never managed 
to make that leap and he presumed that to do so would require, either on a 
temporary basis, infusing a lot of additional resources, or simply stopping 
making changes until we were able to re do and catch up with the system. 
This was the kind of difficult choice which we may, in fact, have to face. 
Also, he stated the real question was, whether we were now at a point 
where the priority should be on getting the student information system to 
work, at the cost of postponing certain changes that may be absolutely 
defensible and highly desirable in their own right, but which have the 
impact of simply continuing the problem that he has been pointing out. 


Dr. O'Brien advised also that there was another aspect to the question, 
which in some ways was a spin-off of the systems that we have. This was 
that the present situation puts a tremendous pressure on the Registrar's 
Office in the key period between grades becoming available and making the 
graduation lists available and anything which adds a further process, in that 
particularly tight period, carries with it problems and risks of actually 
literally not getting the graduation lists done in time for convocation. While 
this kind of concern has no bearing on the academic validity of what we 
may happen to be talking about at Senate, nonetheless it becomes a real 
problem. 


He stated that the above were considerations which he wished to put before 
Senate and that Senate could not escape them entirely because, in a certain 
sense, these things lie outside of Senate. Although Senate could pass the 
proposal for a cumulative percentage average, and the Rector could say that 
the system could not be implemented because other things have higher 
priority, we would then be faced with a stand off on the situation, which 
would really not be too satisfactory. Consequently, these things should be 
taken into consideration, one way or another, by Senate, in weighing the 
relative importance of the proposal. 


It was wondered whether the "high level of academic performance" referred 
to in paragraph 1, under "Rationale", (DOC-US-80-1-D4), would not be 
more easily attained and much more valuable academically, if it were 
obtained in the classroom rather than through a computer listing. It was also 
stated that people keep complaining about declining standards and it was 
wondered whether the proposal would simply be a way of almost 
camouflaging that decline in standards, by taking the responsibility away 
from the classroom and putting it onto the transcript. 


The feeling was expressed that the proposed system would result in 
inflation of grades, and it was argued that what we really ought to be talking 
about was just the reverse, that was, tightening of the standards. 


Concern was also expressed over the provision whereby failing or 
unchanged grades, resulting from repeated or substitute courses, would be 
taken into account in determining the cumulative percentage average 
(paragraph 1, page 2, document US-80-1-D4), and how this would fit in 
with the University regulations on Repetition of Courses, which have 
previously been approved by Senate. 


In response to the above, Dean Simon suggested that such questions, 
involving the details of the mechanics of the proposed system or questions 
of interpretation, might best be considered and cleared up by a body such as 
U.C.C.C. He also agreed that, because of the present level of enrolment, an 
updated student information system was urgently needed for the University. 
and he argued that by putting the cumulative average on computer, would, 
in itself, result in an upgrading of our present system. 


He emphasized that a grade point average system, which he has had an 
opportunity to work with over the past number of years, was not used for 


purposes of controlling grade inflation; rather it is used to monitor students, 
who happen to marginally pass a number of courses, in order to help those 
students. He also explained that the reason that the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration was proposing that such monitoring be done at least at 
the end of the programme, was simply because they had been told by 
representatives of the Computer Centre that eventually it would be possible 
to do so, but not on a semester basis. The Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration would be extremely happy if such a system could be 
implemented on a semester basis. He also emphasized that, because of the 
large number of students in Commerce and Administration, it would be 
impossible to do the necessary monitoring without a computer assisted 
system. 


It was pointed out that our present grading system, which was a 
combination or an alternate of a letter or percentage grade, was not 
something that one could be flexible with. That was, in a quantitatively 
oriented course where 50% represented a pass, it would be very difficult to 
attempt to self impose a criterion which says that "in order for a student to 
obtain a grade of 'D', which represents 50%, he or she must correctly 
answer 80% of the questions asked." The dilemma that the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration was faced with was not because of the fact 
that they were able to use a letter grade, based on a qualitative aspect, but 
rather that the Faculty was forced, by the overall system, into a quantitative 
measurement. Consequently, the Faculty wished to offset some of the 
weaker aspects of that quantitative grading system by ensuring that a 
student, labeled as a graduate of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, does not come through the programme at too low a 
quantitative number. 


With respect to the question of cost vs. benefit, it was explained that the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration was well aware of the problems in 
the Registrar's area, financial restraints, etc., and the Faculty did not expect 
miracles overnight. However, it was argued that where change was 
involved, it must be recognized that, in addition to costs, we must also 
consider the benefits, and it must also be recognized that revising our 
computerized operations would result in reduction of costs in the methods 
that we were presently using. Concerning the issue of grade inflation, it was 
argued that the proposal from Commerce and Administration would result in 
just the opposite because it would ensure, at least from a quantitative aspect, 
a higher caliber of graduate. 


The feeling was expressed that if we were talking about a cumulative 
percentage average of 60% by itself, we might very well end up with grade 
inflation. However, it was pointed out that proposal includes a policy which 
allows students with unsatisfactory grades, to repeat a course for credit and 
upgrading, which, it was argued would make it easier for faculty members 
to assign a grade of "F" or "D" to a student who has not quite made it, in the 
knowledge that the student could up grade the mark by repeating the course. 


The feeling was expressed that the proposal from the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration represented an attempt by that Faculty to up grade the 


quality of their programmes and at the same time help those students who 
were marginal. It was also argued that it was incumbent on Senate to assist 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration in this effort and to encourage 
other Faculties to move in the same direction. 


Senate was advised that a proposal that the Faculty of Arts and Science 
move to the letter grade system only, would be presented to Faculty Council 
at its next meeting, which, if approved, would mean that all Faculties in the 
University would then be using only letter grades. It was suggested that any 
revision with respect to a grade point average system, should take that into 
consideration. It was also argued that one would not like to see the 
University end up with ten different ways of instituting grade point average 
systems and if we were going to have such a system, it should be a system 
that everyone approves of, and that Faculties adopt if they decide such a 
system was necessary. That was, we should have only one system and any 
Faculty intending to implement a grade point average system, would have to 
adopt that University system. 


With respect to the present student information system, Mr. G. Martin, 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, stated that many people, 
including people in attendance at this meeting, have been aware of some of 
the problems of that system over the past years. He informed Senate that it 
was decided to bring in an outside consultant, four or five months ago, to 
look at the situation in the Computer Centre. The consultant has advised that 
we were going to have to straighten out the problem in the system and 
indeed, he projects worse things that lie ahead if we do not. Mr. Martin 
emphasized that the solution would not just involve the Computer Centre 
and the Registrar's Office, but that a large portion of the problems would 
come back to the collective academic bodies, including Senate, for purposes 
of straightening out some of the existing regulations and possibly changing 
procedures for such things as course changes, etc. 


Dean Simon advised that the student information system that presently 
exists at U.Q.A.M., was one that worked extremely well; it was of 
tremendous assistance to everyone at the University, who was in contact 
with students; it was an on line system that provided immediate feedback, 
not only from one term to another, during a semester, but at any given 
moment. He suggested that someone should investigate the documentation 
on that system and on the accessibility for Concordia University to the total 
package of that system. 


Mr. Martin advised that Concordia has wanted, for the past two or three 
years, to get into the area of access to an on line system, such as described 
above by Dean Simon. However, he explained that so much time has had to 
be spent in preparing reports to take care of special situations, that the 
University has not been able to do so. Because of this, it has been 
impossible to get far enough ahead in our present system, to stop and move 
on to the next stage. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it appeared that there was clearly a definite interest in 
Senate for a grade point average approach and he felt that it would be 
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perfectly possible to implement such an approach, either for some Faculties 
or for all Faculties, if that is what is decided. However, he emphasized that 
this was a major departure from-the status quo and if we were to avoid 
multiplying our problems by implementation through a series of sequential 
steps, it will have to be carefully thought out and approached in a systematic 
fashion. If, along this route, we could work in certain simplifications, such 
as with respect to the grading system, it would make it possible to move 
much more easily, more rapidly, and more satisfactorily, in the direction of 
implementing a system. The principles involved should be considered and a 
practical schedule worked out, which, he suggested, might take longer than 
some people want or, on the other hand, turn out to be possible much faster 
than some of today's debate might indicate. 


He suggested that a few meetings should be arranged between people from 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, Graham Martin, etc., in order 
to try to clarify what approaches might be best. Senate could then address 
itself to the basic academic question "Should we go in the direction of 
having a ‘grade point average'?" At that point a decision would have to be 
asked of the rest of the University, as to whether we are prepared to define a 
single grade point average system, as the system that would have to be used 
by other Faculties, should they decide to move in that direction. He 
suggested that various people in the University, including the Faculty 
Deans, might reflect on these questions in the coming month and how they 
might best be tackled and if these things could then be pulled together, we 
could see how best to present the matter for the next round of discussion, at 
Senate. 


The feeling was expressed that it seemed that Senate was really not 
discussing a grade point average system, but rather a number of related 
things. The support for the proposal seemed to be emphasizing the 
advantages of increased communication between faculty and students, for 
example the possibility of a faculty advisory system, and also establishing 
minimum standards for student performance. In addition, there was also the 
question of information storage and availability. It was suggested that it 
would be most useful, if, in any future presentation, it was made specific, 
exactly what the proposals were concerning these three areas. 


Mr. K. Adams, University Registrar, pointed out that during the process of 
the debate, the terms "record" and "transcript" when used, were consistently 
being freely interchanged. He explained that the "transcript" was a 
document that goes from one University to another and contains only that 
information pertaining to courses and grades. The "record" contains in 
addition, all other information. He advised that students likewise use these 
terms interchangeably and he felt that if Senators could perhaps use these 
terms in the proper sense, it might go part way to resolving many of the 
problems encountered in his office in attempting to handle student requests. 


Senate agreed to move on to the next item on the Agenda. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that in the legal sense, it was the responsibility of the 
Board of Governors to pass and promulgate regulations concerning tenure. 


The document which has been circulated (DOC-US-1-D5) was one which 
has been negotiated between the Administration of the University and the 
Concordia University Faculty Association. He explained that following the 
conclusion of the negotiation process, the document then goes to the Board 
of Governors, which in due course, would be asked to adopt it. However, 
prior to being presented to the Board of Governors, the document first goes 
to the Personnel Committee of the Board, which gives preliminary 
consideration to such matters. He further advised that, as part of the existing 
system under which we operate, when a complete overhaul of regulations 
such as this takes place, the Personnel Committee, before it considers the 
matter and passes it on the Board, will ask Senate's advice on the academic 
implications of the document in question. 


With respect to document US-80-1-D5, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
technically, Senate cannot amend the document. That was, the document 
was not before Senate for amendment, approval, or rejection, in the way 
that most documents which come before Senate were. Rather, Senate was 
being asked essentially to make any comments it might care to make, about 
the document on the Revised Tenure Policy, to the Personnel Committee of 
the Board of Governors. This means that, in effect, it could not be moved, 
for example, that Section 6.3.5., be eliminated. On the other hand, Senate 
could say that in its opinion, Section 6.3.5. was silly and ought to be 
eliminated, but if it did so, Senate should presumably accompany that 
comment with something that indicates the academic implications of Section 
6.3.5. 


It was stated that one wished to commend all of the individuals who worked 
long and hard, over a period of years, to put together what one considered 
on the whole, to be an excellent document. However, concern was 
expressed over the notion of lumping together, in the document, the 
positions of lecturer and assistant professor. It was wondered whether any 
thought had been given to the position of lecturer within the University, as 
opposed to the position of assistant professor. The feeling was expressed 
that, in as far as the document was concerned, these positions seemed to 
have been put together, with the implication being that both positions were 
normal, almost equivalent, academic positions, and therefore, for purposes 
of tenure, were to be treated in the same way. It was explained that in the 
Faculty of Engineering, the position of lecturer was reserved for individuals 
who have not yet met the full academic qualifications in order to be hired as 
an assistant professor, but who, in the opinion of the Department Chairman, 
the Dean's committee, and the Dean, shows promise in eventually attaining 
these qualifications, but whose services in the meantime would be beneficial 
to the Department and Faculty. More of ten than not this would be an 
individual who has a Master's Degree, but not a Ph.D., and who is 
expected to complete the Ph.D. within a restricted period of time. Generally, 
after completing the Ph.D., and providing that the individual has been found 
to be acceptable and a position is still open, etc., an appointment as an 
assistant professor would be offered to the individual. However, a problem 
arises when the individual, as a lecturer, is being considered for tenure. 
Despite anything that might be written into a document, the basic decision of 
tenure rests with the Departmental Tenure Committee, which Committee has 


its own perceptions as to what constitutes the performance to date, in what 
area, which will lead to the granting of tenure. Also, it was difficult in the 
minds of the members of the Departmental Committee to say that there are 
four levels of criteria and the difficulties are compounded by the fact that in 
so far as the Tenure document is concerned, the positions of lecturer and 
assistant professor are lumped together. That is, the Departmental Tenure 
Committee will operate on the basis that the criteria for granting tenure to a 
lecturer, are identical to the criteria for granting tenure to an assistant 
professor. It was argued that this was most unfair to lecturers, who have 
not been spending their time in research, nor have they been making major 
contributions to curriculum development, either at the undergraduate or 
graduate levels. Rather, they are expected to devote the time when they are 
not teaching or advising their students, to getting the Ph.D. out of the way. 
However, the Department Tenure Committee very often does not see it in 
that light, but rather the feeling of the Committee would be that if the 
individual were to apply for tenure in three or four year's time, there would 
be something on which to judge the application. It was stated that there have 
been cases where, if the individuals had waited that amount of time before 
applying for tenure, they would have met the criteria of the Departmental 
Tenure Committee with no problem whatsoever, and would have become 
much more than acceptable faculty members, without hard feelings and in 
some cases, the ad hoc solutions which have been found, because of what 
was in the present S.G.W. Tenure document and which concept has been 
carried over into the document now before Senate (DOC-US-80-1-D5). 


It was further stated that, while one recognized that under the section on 
Deferral of Tenure Consideration (Section 4.), there was some lee-way for 
action, it was argued that nonetheless, a deferral for a lecturer was not the 
same as a deferral for an assistant professor. That was, the reasons for 
granting a deferral to an assistant professor would be different than the 
reasons for granting a deferral to a lecturer. It was suggested that there were 
two possible solutions to the problem. The first would be to say that the 
years spent as a lecturer would not be counted towards tenure consideration. 
The second, which would be less clean cut but perhaps more acceptable, 
would be to unlink the two positions, in so far as deferral was concerned. 
That was, allow for longer periods of deferral for lecturers than for assistant 
professors. 


It was argued that in fact in some cases the Department Chairman ought to 
recommend to a faculty member, who has just received a Ph.D. and has 
been promoted to the position of assistant professor, after having been a 
lecturer for the past five years, that he or she not apply immediately for 
tenure. This should be somehow built into the document, because it was a 
very real problem. 


Concern was voiced over the fact that there was no provision in the 
document (US-80-1-D5) to allow an individual, who has been denied tenure 
by both the Departmental Tenure Committee and the Faculty/Division 
Tenure Committee. That was, when the Divisional Tenure Committee and 
the Departmental Tenure Committee concur in their recommendations that 
tenure not be granted, the person effectively has no place to turn. The 


feeling was expressed that the cause of justice might be promoted if that 
person was allowed the privilege of appearing before the Faculty/Divisional 
Tenure Committee. 


It was explained that there was a fundamental difference between the 
document now before Senate and the current Sir George Williams 
document, The Sir George Williams document contained precisely the kind 
of "loop" referred to above, in that, in the total absense of an appeal 
mechanism there were two such internal "loops", one at the department level 
and one at the Faculty level, whereby the individual has the right, not just to 
submit written material, but to actually appear. This was in keeping with the 
current wisdom across Canada at the time that document was negotiated 
with the predecessor of C.U.F.A. The current wisdom now in much of the 
documentation, was somehow reflected, perhaps changed a bit and 
modified in the negotiation process.. in the document presently before 
Senate (DOC-US-80-1-D5). It was emphasized that there was one step 
which has not been removed, which was that when the candidate receives a 
copy of the D.T.C. report, the candidate may indeed submit written 
supplementary statements (Section 7.3.3). That was, there was a point at 
which additional information could be fed in, in the knowledge of what the 
D.T.C. has said in its recommendation. Also, it was explained that the 
mechanics that would be involved in allowing an individual to appear before 
the Fac/Div. T.C. would require that there would have to be a first non 
binding vote, otherwise there would be no point to the exercise. If that non 
binding vote were to confirm a negative recommendation, then, and only 
then, would the individual be given the opportunity to respond to that non 
binding vote, and there would then be a second vote. That was, 
mechanically it could be done and presumably note would be taken of the 
suggestion for possible consideration and follow-up. 


With respect to the two criteria mentioned in the document which constitute 
the grounds on which consideration would be given in deciding whether to 
grant tenure (Section 1.5 (1) and (41), document US-80-1-D5), and 
particularly with respect to the first criteria which states "the candidate's 
professional competence and promise as manifested in his teaching 
performance;", it was argued that there was no mention in the document of 
anyone who could currently evaluate the teaching performance of a faculty 
member who was up for tenure. It was further argued that the main 
judgmental factor upon which faculty members would be granted tenure 
was not their competence as teachers, but rather the candidates' professional 
competence as academics. Also, it was stated that it seemed kind of silly to 
have the variety of committees established, with strict membership 
guidelines, and yet nowhere in the document was there provision for even 
one token student on those committees. 


The feeling was expressed that, although the document had many virtues, it 
was clearly weighted towards publication as the single criteria for granting 
tenure, whereas a lot of faculty members think of a university primarily as a 
teaching institution, in addition to being a research institution. It was further 
stated that one would be a bit happier with the document, if there was some 
way in which students, who were obviously more concerned with teaching 


efficacy than research, could bring that perception, perhaps through course 
evaluation or however else it might be gathered, to the attention of tenure 
committees at various levels. 


Concern was voiced over the provision whereby tenured faculty members 
who are on leave at the time, lose their right to participate in a departmental 
tenure committee (Section 6.1.2) and it was wondered whether faculty 
members who are on leave also lose rights, because of location, on other 
decision making committees, some of which might have even more direct 
bearing on academic matters. 


Professor Bordan, in response to the above, advised that it was the 
unanimous feeling of the members of the committee that worked on the 
document, that it was wrong to accept some people on leave, as 
participants, and deny others. That is exactly what would happen, because it 
would depend on whether an individual was spending his time on leave in 
Montreal or elsewhere. That was, it would be an accident of chance and for 
that reason, it was felt that someone was not being denied a right, but rather 
that the individual has opted for leave, the University has granted leave, and 
certain things follow from that, one being that such an individual should not 
be allowed to participate in the tenure process. 


Concern was voiced over what was termed the "tenure or nothing" aspect of 
the document. It was also argued that there were certain areas within the 
University where, in certain cases, there was a divorce between the research 
that one might engage in and the actual practice. An example was the area of 
teaching of second languages, where an individual might have certain skills 
which make that individual a superb teacher, but might not necessarily have 
a series of paper qualifications. There was also a risk of losing superb 
teachers simply because they have not published in the right area. It was 
further pointed out that there were some cases in which women in particular 
were affected, in the sense that women faculty have been involved more 
than men in such areas as the teaching of second languages. 


Women have been doing this for many years, on a part-time basis, perhaps 
because they have been engaged in doing the things they were supposed to 
do, such as getting married and raising a family. Once the children have 
grown up, these women manage to get full-time positions, teaching and 
devoting a great deal of their time, energy, and skills, to the tasks in which 
they are involved. They are then told that, although they are excellent in the 
classroom, if they do not get their master's degree or Ph.D., in the next five 
years, they would not be able to continue to teach at the University, let alone 
be eligible for tenure. It was argued that there should be a special clause in 
the document, for such people, whose worth to the University has been 
proven. 


It was pointed out that the notion of "tenure or nothing" was nowhere in the 
document, nor was it in the predecessor document. It was explained that 
although it was stated in the document that "it was not University practice 
generally to renew an appointment after refusal of tenure", (with a 
possibility of reconsideration after a lapse of one full academic year), and 


that "if tenure is again refused, there shall be no further consideration" 
(Section 10.1),the document did not say necessarily, although it might be 
implied, that the individual would be terminated. It was further pointed out 
that nowhere in the document did it state that a candidate for tenure must 
have achieved "this level of this or this level of that". While there were 
things that must be satisfied, it was up to the peer group and the review at 
the Faculty level, to decide what the levels of satisfaction were. The 
document deliberately does not spell out the details, because these were very 
much discipline and department based. As a result, the statement has to be 
general, which it is, and one could not read into the document that unless an 
individual was a superb researcher, that individual cannot get tenure. The 
document did not intend to say that, nor does it say it. 


With respect to individuals within the University who serve the University 
well, the feeling was expressed that it should be spelled out in the document 
that, where cause is shown, contracts may be renewed without tenure being 
implied, or that where cause is shown, tenure may be deferred for a longer 
period. The feeling was expressed that the one year deferral period was too 
short, particularly in the case of an individual who wished to teach on a trial 
basis and then decides that he wants to pursue further studies in order to 
attain a Ph.D. It was suggested that the deferral period should be extended 
to two years. 


With respect to the above suggestion, it was agreed that there was a real 
problem in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, both with respect 
to contract renewal and for tenure, but it was felt that it might well be that 
the present requirement that the Faculty of Commerce insists on, namely a 
Ph.D. in Commerce or cognate discipline, was wrong. It was argued that 
there was nothing in the document that precludes the Faculty from 
rethinking its stand and that such a requirement was governed by the 
Faculty peer group, and not by the document. 


It was suggested that what might really solve the problem alluded to above, 
not just for Commerce but for other Faculties as well, was a document on 
"non-tenured" faculty, that could stand on its own. 


With respect to the criteria which constitutes the grounds on which 
particular consideration will be given in deciding whether to grant tenure 
(Section 1.5), it was stated that what very often happens was that criteria (11) 
tended to take precedence over criteria (1). That was, professional 
competence tended to take precedence over criteria (i). 


However, while one sympathized with the position that it should be the 
other way around, it was stated that there would be real practical difficulties 
in doing that. It was explained that criteria (ii) was, in fact, a public activity. 
That was, there was a certain level of competence required in order to get a 
Ph.D.; there were certain review processes involved in publishing a paper; 
and if an individual publishes a book, the book is reviewed, and the reviews 
are published. On the other hand, with respect to criteria (1), the difficulty 
was that there were many definitions of teaching competence and there was 
areal problem in determining how that competence can be assessed. As a 


consequence of these difficulties, people very much tended to rely on 
criteria (i1), which was publicly assessable. 


It was stated that although the authors of the document did an excellent job 
of building in very good safeguards, the performance of the document 
would ultimately depend on the performance of the people implementing it. 
One of the safeguards was the two level system. However, if the second 
level perceives its role as simply either approving or denying tenure on the 
basis of approval on the first level or if you have a situation in which, if the 
first level denies tenure, the second level automatically denies tenure, then 
the question of safeguards would have been completely wiped out. If there 
was a possibility that such a perception could exist, one would support the 
inclusion, in the document, of the possibility of appeal, even in the case 
where both levels have denied tenure. However, it was hoped that the 
second level would perceive its role as indeed a review level, for both a 
positive or negative decision, rather than simply as a review level of a 
positive decision. 


It was stated that one would not be entirely happy in letting the impression 
stand on the record that perhaps teaching performance was not being paid 
adequate attention in the past. Rather, from experience, it would describe 
one's impression much more accurately to say that "gathering evidence 
about teaching performance is, and has been, very difficult", and also that 
"making it clear to all interested parties that the gathering of evidence about 
teaching performance has been properly made and credibly evaluated, is 
very difficult". With respect to gathering information on whether or not an 
individual is a good performer in the classroom and how that individual 
handles questions, etc., it was pointed out that there was the mechanism of 
using the responses to student questionnaires. However, it was emphasized 
that it was very important that this be done over a period of years, because if 
it was unduly weighted with only classes which clicked or classes which 
didn't click, an injustice would be in the making. It was also stated that 
other universities make it a point to consult students who are in graduate 
school a few years later, in order to evaluate retrospectively the significance 
of the teaching, which it was felt, was a very sound mechanism. 


With respect to Section 1.5 (1), Professor Bordan stated that this was the 
most vexing question to any group and it could be fairly said that all 
members of the negotiating group were insistent that teaching performance 
be a principal criterion. While the document does not lay out how the data is 
put forward, which would be impossible to do, what the document very 
clearly does however, is to say that the burden of establishing the case, rests 
with the candidate. If the candidate is obliged to submit a dossier, he can put 
anything into that dossier that he finds relevant to the evaluation process, 
including information on the grants he received and the research that he has 
already done. Also, there was nothing in the document to prevent a 
candidate, who wants to exhibit excellence in teaching, from having a 
colleague enter his classroom on his invitation, and having that evaluation in 
the dossier. He stated that other members of the candidate's department 
would sit in judgement, if that information was not in the dossier, and it 
was his feeling that the absence of teaching information in the dossier, 
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should be as telling as the presence of good information, to the peer group 
in the department. 


It was stated that in fact, the faculty members have not been bringing into 
their classrooms other faculty members or their chairmen, in order to get 
teaching evaluations, and it was argued that there was no reason to believe 
that this would happen in the future. It was also stated that one assumed that 
the criteria for tenure were still, and probably always have been, a), that the 
individual had the ability to disseminate his knowledge, and b), that the 
individual was qualified to gain more knowledge. It was argued that since 
nobody in the past has worked on the first criterion, there was no reason to 
believe that someone would do so in the future. 


Concern was expressed over the presumption in the above comment, that a 
faculty member or a chairman, on a single visit to the classroom, could 
assess an individual's teaching performance. It was stated that there has 
been a fair amount of research in this area, particularly with respect to 
teachers, and the consensus of opinion was moving away from that kind of 
a visit, to the opinion that if that was going to be done, it would have to be 
done through team teaching undertaken on a regular basis. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the discussion has been an interesting and useful 
one. He advised that the points that have been raised at this meeting would 
no doubt be considered, along with whatever other points may come in, in 
terms of the general circulation of the document to faculty members. Also, 
the Secretary will prepare a summary of the comments that have been made, 
which would be drawn to the attention of the Personnel Committee, as a 
formal response to the request for comments from Senate, on the matter. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROFESSOR BHATNAGAR, SECONDED 
PROFESSOR KORNBLATT, THAT THE NEGOTIATING COMMITTEE 
BE CONGRATULATED FOR HAVING DONE SUCH AN EXCELLENT 
JOB IN PREPARING THE DOCUMENT (DOC-US-80-1-D5). 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


